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SUBCOMMITTEE ON STRATEGIC

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Strategic of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Wednesday, April 25, 2001, at
2:30 p.m., in open session to receive tes-
timony on the fiscal year 2002 budget
request of the National Nuclear Secu-
rity Administration in review of the
Defense authorization request for fiscal
year 2002 and the future years Defense
program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————
PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Daniel Wood
be given floor privileges for this day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that Mathew Tinnings,
a fellow in Senator BINGAMAN’s office,
be granted the privilege of the floor for
the pendency of the debate on S. 350.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

—————

SENATOR ROBERT KERREY OF
NEBRASKA

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I
want to share a couple of thoughts re-
garding some reports that have ap-
peared in the media in the last few
hours regarding our colleague, Senator
Bob Kerrey.

Some reports have been written dur-
ing the last 24 hours about an incident
that took place in Vietnam in Feb-
ruary 1969, several weeks prior to Sen-
ator Kerrey receiving the Congres-
sional Medal of Honor for the secret
mission on which he served. I read a
couple of those reports. I want to ex-
press my personal concern about the
approach of the media to this issue,
and express my personal support for
Senator Bob Kerrey, particularly for
the nature and the circumstances of
the mission which has been written
about.

It is my hope that the media is not
going to engage in some kind of 32-
year-later binge because there is a dif-
ference of memory about a particularly
confusing night in the delta in a free
fire zone under circumstances which
most of us who served in Vietnam un-
derstood were the daily fare of life in
Vietnam at that point in time.

I served in the very same area that
Bob Kerrey did. I served there at the
very same time that he did. I remem-
ber those free fire zones. I remember
our feelings then and the great confu-
sion many people felt about the ambi-
guities we were automatically pre-
sented with then by a military doctrine
that suggested that certain areas were
wholly and totally ‘‘enemy territory,”’
but nevertheless to the naked eye we
could often perceive life as we knew it
in Vietnam being carried on in those
areas.
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Inevitably, there were older citizens,
women, children, and others who were
often, as a matter of strategy by the
Viet Cong, drawn into the line of fire
and put in positions of danger without
regard, I might add, for their side as
well as ours.

To the best of my memory, most peo-
ple worked diligently—I know Senator
Kerrey did as well as others—to avoid
the capacity for confusion or for acci-
dents. I know certainly within our unit
there was a great deal of pride on many
occasions when orders were changed on
the spot simply because perceptions on
the spot made it clear that there was
the potential for innocents to be in-
jured.

I fully remember what it was like to
‘“‘saddle up” for a nighttime mission
with no Moon, with no light, trying to
move clandestinely and trying to sur-
prise people. The confusion that can
ensue in those kinds of situations is
not confusion that lends itself to a 32-
year-later judgment.

There were occasions in Vietnam, as
everyone knows, when innocents were
victims. There wasn’t a soldier there at
that time, or who has come back to
this country and home today, who
doesn’t regret that.

But I also know it is simply a dis-
service to our Nation and to the qual-
ity of the service and a person such as
Bob Kerrey to have condemnation after
the fact which does anything to dimin-
ish the quality of service, or the unit’s
service, or the service of so many oth-
ers who spent their sweat and blood
and youth in that particularly difficult
battlefield.

So it is my hope that in the next
days people will understand the appro-
priate perspective and put this issue in
its appropriate perspective. Bob Kerrey
served with distinction. He obviously
feels anguish and pain about those
events, but I do not believe they should
diminish, for one moment, the full
measure of what he has given to his
country and of what he represents. It is
my hope that he personally will not
allow it to.

————
TAIWAN

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I
want to say a word about what Presi-
dent Bush said this morning with re-
spect to Taiwan because if what the
President said is, in fact, what he
means, or if it is indeed the new policy
of the United States, it has profound
implications for our country. He made
a far-reaching comment this morning
on the American defense of Taiwan, a
comment which suggests that without
any consultation with Congress, with-
out any prior notice to the Congress, a
policy that has been in place for 30
years is now summarily being changed
with implications that I believe are se-
rious.

When asked by Charles Gibson, on
ABC’s ‘““‘Good Morning America,”
whether the United States had an obli-
gation to defend Taiwan if Taiwan were
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attacked by China, President Bush
said:

Yes, we do, and the Chinese must under-
stand that.

Charles Gibson then asked:

With the full force of the American mili-
tary?

President Bush responded:

Whatever it took to help Taiwan defend
theirself.

For almost 30 years, through Repub-
lican and Democrat administrations
alike, the cornerstone of our approach
to policy toward China and Taiwan has
been the so-called ‘‘one China’’ policy:
There is but one China; Taiwan is a
part of China, and the question of Tai-
wan’s future must be settled peace-
fully.

This policy was laid out in the 1972
Shanghai Communique issued by the
United States and China at the end of
President Nixon’s historic visit. It was
reaffirmed in subsequent bilateral com-
muniques—in 1979, when the United
States recognized the People’s Repub-
lic of China and again in 1982 on the
question of U.S. arms sales to Taiwan.

A consistent tenet of this policy is
the U.S. expectation that the question
of reunification of China and Taiwan
will be settled peacefully. We have
never stated what the United States
would do if Beijing attempted to use
force to reunify Taiwan with the main-
land—until today. We have not stated
it in the course of Republican and
Democrat administrations alike be-
cause we understood the danger of
doing so.

We have been deliberately vague
about what the circumstances might be
under which we would come to Tai-
wan’s defense, not only to discourage
Taiwan from drawing us in by declar-
ing independence but also to deter a
Chinese attack by keeping Beijing
guessing as to what the response might
be.

Sometimes some people have talked
about trying to reduce that ambiguity
and simplify it and simply say, of
course we would come to their defense.
But if you do that, you invite a set of
consequences that might carry with it
its own set of dangers, and you may
lose control of the capacity to make a
determination about what has hap-
pened and what the circumstances real-
ly are to which you need to respond.

President Bush’s comments this
morning on ‘‘Good Morning America’
suggest that the administration has de-
cided to abandon the so-called stra-
tegic ambiguity. If so, the President
has made a major policy change with
absolutely no consultation with the
Foreign Relations Committee, the
Armed Services Committee, the Intel-
ligence Committee, or the leadership of
the Congress.

In my view, it is a policy change that
serves neither our interests nor Tai-
wan’s. Any situation which results in
the use of force across the Taiwan
Strait is unlikely to be simply black
and white, as clear as can be. The Ton-
kin Gulf is a classic example of that.
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To this day, people debate over wheth-
er or not there really was an attack on
the Maddox and the Turner Joy, and
whether or not there was an appro-
priate response under those cir-
cumstances.

The scenarios which could lead to the
use of force and the conditions under
which the United States might respond
are simply too variable to lend them-
selves to a simple, clear declaration
such as the declaration made by the
President this morning.

For example, if China attacked in re-
sponse to what it sees as a Taiwanese
provocation, would we then respond?
Apparently so, according to President
Bush. Or if Taiwan declared independ-
ence, and China responded militarily,
would we then come to Taiwan’s de-
fense? Have we given Taiwan a card it
wanted all along, which is the capacity
to know that no matter what it does,
the United States would, in fact, be
there to defend it?

The answer to that question is the
reason that we have carried this ambi-
guity through President Ford, Presi-
dent Carter, President Reagan, Presi-
dent Bush, the President’s father, and
President Clinton.

In a subsequent interview on CNN,
the President reiterated that we main-
tain the ‘‘one China” policy, and he
hopes Taiwan will not declare inde-
pendence. But he remained vague as to
what we would do if Taiwan did declare
independence and China attacked.

To remove the strategic ambiguity
runs the risk of decreasing Taiwan’s se-
curity rather than increasing it and of
eliminating the flexibility that we will
need to determine how to respond in
any given situation.

Notwithstanding President Bush’s ef-
forts to clarify that the United States
does not want Taiwan to declare inde-
pendence, the new policy has the auto-
matic impact, if it is in place, and if it
is the declaration that was made, of
emboldening Taiwan and, frankly, re-
ducing our control over events.

Although I have argued that we need
to inject more clarity into our engage-
ment with China, I personally believe
that on this question our interests and
Taiwan’s are better served by the am-
biguity that has existed and would be
better served by maintaining it. It not
only deters a Chinese attack, but it
discourages Taiwan from misreading
what the United States might do.

President Bush has said that the
United States has an obligation to de-
fend Taiwan. Certainly we want to help
Taiwan preserve its thriving democ-
racy and robust, growing economy. I
have said previously that I think this
is enough of a message to the Chinese,
that no American President could
stand idly by and watch while that de-
mocracy that has been gained is set
back, by force or otherwise. Neverthe-
less, we need to press both Taipei and
Beijing to reinvigorate the cross-strait
dialogue, without any misinterpreta-
tions about our role.

So let us be clear: The Taiwan Rela-
tions Act does not commit the United
States to come to the defense of Tai-
wan in the event of an attack. The Tai-
wan Relations Act commits us to pro-
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vide Taiwan with the necessary mili-
tary equipment to meet its legitimate
self-defense needs. The arms package
that the Bush administration just ap-
proved for Taiwan, I believe, is the
right mix and the right measure, and it
will significantly increase the Tai-
wanese defensive capacities. I support
that package.

It may be the case that we would
send American forces ultimately to
Taiwan’s defense if there were an at-
tack, but that decision should not be
made by an American President in ad-
vance during a television interview.

A decision of this magnitude, which
holds the potential for risking the lives
of American military men and women,
should be made in response to the cir-
cumstances at the moment, on the
ground, in the air, and, most impor-
tantly, in consultation with the Con-
gress of the United States in the due
performance of its responsibilities with
respect to the engagement of our forces
overseas.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent to speak for 15
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mrs. LINCOLN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 775 are
located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”)

Mrs. LINCOLN. Madam President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, APRIL
26, 2001

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today it ad-
journ until the hour of 10 a.m. on
Thursday, April 26. I further ask unani-
mous consent that on Thursday, imme-
diately following the prayer, the Jour-
nal of proceedings be approved to date,
the morning hour be deemed expired,
the time for the two leaders be re-
served for their use later in the day,
and the Senate then begin a period of
morning business until 11 a.m. with
Senators speaking for 10 minutes each
with the following exceptions: Senator
THOMAS or his designee from 10 to 10:30,
and Senator DURBIN or his designee
from 10:30 to 11 a.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————

PROGRAM
Mr. NICKLES. For the information of
all Senators, it is hoped that the Sen-
ate can begin consideration of S. 149,
the Export Administration Act, at ap-
proximately 11 a.m. Therefore, votes
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could occur during tomorrow’s session.
In addition, the negotiations on the
education bill are continuing, and it is
still hoped that an agreement can be
reached prior to the end of the week.
——

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. NICKLES. If there is no further
business to come before the Senate, I
now ask unanimous consent the Senate
stand in adjournment under the pre-
vious order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 3:56 p.m., adjourned until Thursday,
April 26, 2001, at 10 a.m.

———————

NOMINATIONS
Executive nominations received by
the Senate April 25, 2001:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

LOU GALLEGOS, OF NEW MEXICO, TO BE AN ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, VICE PAUL W. FIDDICK,
RESIGNED.

MARY KIRTLEY WATERS, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN AS-
SISTANT SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, VICE ANDREW
C. FISH, RESIGNED.

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

TIMOTHY J. MURIS, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A FEDERAL
TRADE COMMISSIONER FOR THE UNEXPIRED TERM OF
SEVEN YEARS FROM SEPTEMBER 26, 1994, VICE ROBERT
PITOFSKY, RESIGNED.

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

LEE SARAH LIBERMAN OTIS, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE GEN-
ERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, VICE
MARY ANNE SULLIVAN, RESIGNED.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

CLAUDE A. ALLEN, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE DEPUTY SEC-
RETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, VICE KEVIN
L. THURM, RESIGNED.

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

PAT PIZZELLA, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF LABOR, VICE PATRICIA WATKINS LATTI-
MORE.

IN THE AIR FORCE

THE FOLLOWING NAMED UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
RESERVE OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT AS CHIEF OF AIR
FORCE RESERVE AND FOR APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE
INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 8038 AND
601:

To be lieutenant general
MAJ. GEN. JAMES E. SHERRARD III, 0000

THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED
STATES OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RESERVE
OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADES INDICATED UNDER
TITLE 10, U.8.C., SECTION 12203:

To be major general

BRIG. GEN. GREGORY B. GARDNER, 0000
BRIG. GEN. ROBERT I. GRUBER, 0000
BRIG. GEN. CRAIG R. MCKINLEY, 0000
BRIG. GEN. JAMES M. SKIFF, 0000

To be brigadier general

COL. RICHARD W. ASH, 0000

COL. THOMAS L. BENE, JR., 0000
COL. PHILIP R. BUNCH, 0000

COL. CHARLES W. COLLIER, JR., 0000
COL. RALPH L. DEWSNUP, 0000

COL. CAROL ANN FAUSONE, 0000
COL. SCOTT A. HAMMOND, 0000

COL. DAVID K. HARRIS, 0000

COL. DONALD A. HAUGHT, 0000

COL. KENCIL J. HEATON, 0000

COL. TERRY P. HEGGEMEIER, 0000
COL. RANDALL E. HORN, 0000

COL. THOMAS J. LIEN, 0000

COL. DENNIS G. LUCAS, 0000

COL. JOSEPH E. LUCAS, 0000

COL. FRANK PONTELANDOLFO, JR., 0000
COL. RONALD E. SHOOPMAN, 0000
COL. BENTON M. SMITH, 0000

COL. HOMER A. SMITH, 0000

COL. ANNETTE L. SOBEL, 0000

COL. CLAIR ROBERT H. ST. III, 0000
COL. REX W. TANBERG, JR., 0000
COL. MICHAEL H. WEAVER, 0000
COL. LAWRENCE H. WOODBURY, 0000
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